Introduction
The method of analysis proposed and advocated here has been tested in a large-scale research that deals with the expression of a semantic field, quantification, in two languages, English and Spanish. This paper is concerned with the description of the different phases of the analysis and also aims at explaining and justifying the decisions taken at each stage.
The methodology suggested is adequate for empirical contrastive studies that make use of computerized corpora as a source of data and focus on meaning and At the beginning, the structuralist framework of American Descriptivism, especially the work of Bloomfield (1933) and some derived currents like taxonomic grammar and tagmemics or the so-called Slot-and-Filler Method, had a strong impact on the first contrastivists, the most relevant of which are Fries (1945) and Lado (1957) . They focus on the relationship between the elements of word classes that occupy a 'slot' in a sentence and their syntactic functions or 'fillers.' Their works are usually broad descriptions of very clear-cut levels of analysis: inventories of sounds and their rules, alphabets, morphologies (derivation and inflection), syntax and lexis (forms, meanings and distribution of words). The third element that sets the ground for the contrast is the formal correspondence, which means that the elements to be contrasted occupy the same slot in both languages; what these related elements have in common is their grammatical function in parallel sentences.
A second model leans on the work of Chomsky (1957) , and his two basic ideas: a) grammars have to be sufficiently formal and explicit to generate sentences by means of rules and b) the surface structure of sentences derives from the deep structure through a series of transformations such as movements, substitutions, ellipsis, etc. Krzeszowski (1979 Krzeszowski ( , 1990 , the main representative of this model, compares and contrasts the linguistic elements across languages during the process of generation and bases comparison upon congruence (Krzeszowski 1971:81) , that is, the fact that two sentences of different languages may diverge in their superficial appearance but converge in a single and identical deep structure, which is considered to be universal.
A third model also has universality as one of its main tenets; however, unlike the second model, it does not conceive formal universals but some universal semantic categories. It was Fillmore (1968) who developed case grammar out of the transformational model. The latter did not distinguish among the different semantic functions of the same grammatical category, e.g. in the room, towards the moon, on the next day, in a careless way, with a sharp knife and by my brother were all classified as prepositional phrases by transformational grammar but they have different thematic roles: situation, direction, time, manner, instrument and agent respectively. The term 'case' is used to identify the semantic-syntactic relation, which is universal, whereas the term 'case form' is kept to denote the expression of a case relation in a particular language (Fillmore 1968:21-24) . So case becomes the tertium comparationis. Di Pietro (1971) applies this model based on case grammar to contrastive analysis.
A fourth group comprises some authors from the field of Translation Studies who deal with theoretical matters that concern CS. They consider that all levels of language contribute to confer the whole meaning of the text and they establish the relationship between the message in the two languages by means of equivalence. Their notions of equivalence diverge; some of them, like Nida (1964) and Catford (1965) take a taxonomic view, some others a communicative perspective, for example, Neubert (1985) , Rabadán (1991) and Neubert & Shreve (1992) , and some others take a relativist outlook on equivalence as is the case of Reiss and Vermeer (1984) , for whom the translation skopos or purpose is predominant and Toury (1980 Toury ( , 1995 , for whom the notion of equivalence is subject to the target cultural polysystem. The aim of the communication, the context and the cultural factors, which are implicit in the message, are taken into account. These approaches are based on semantic and functional criteria, which are most useful in CS. The relationship between Translation Studies and CS has been explicitly indicated by many authors. Chesterman argues that the equivalence must be of similarity and not of identity and that the approach usually taken in Translation Theory focuses on divergent similarity and that usually taken in Contrastive Analysis on convergent similarity. That is, a translation starts with a single phenomenon and derives others from it which retain a relation of similarity with the original; whereas a contrastive analysis starts with two different phenomena which are already assumed to contain some features of similarity (Chesterman 1998:15) .
It is also worth mentioning a last group who have received a strong impact from the methods and techniques used by corpus linguistics in the last decades. These authors advocate the use of corpora for empirical research on pairs of languages. The work of many of them is described in volumes of articles edited by Filipovic (1970 ), Fisiak (1973 -), Chitoran (1976 , and most recently Aijmer, Altenberg & Johassson (1996) , , Johansson & Oksefjell (1998) , Salkie, Aijmer and Barlow (1999-) , etc.
The work presented in this paper is inspired by the ideas of the last two groups. The functional models of translation provide a framework that gives priority to meaning. The notion of equivalence -a similar meaning that is conveyed in the two languages by similar or different resources -acts as the element in common, on which comparison is based. On the other hand, the models based on corpora provide the assets of data, tools and techniques for empirical research on the real use of languages.
Approach and directionality
The approach followed here is functional in the Hallidayan sense, who argues that the structure of a language evolves and varies as time goes by according to the communicative needs, so the interest of the linguist must lie not so much on the system (elements and rules of a language) but on how this system is used on the basis of particular functions:
Every text -that is, everything that is said or written -unfolds in some context of use; furthermore, it is the uses of language that, over tens of thousands of generations, have shaped the system. Language has evolved to satisfy human needs; and the way it is organised is functional with respect to these needs (Halliday 1985 (Halliday / 1994 This paper is also in line with some other of his insights like his idea of delicacy as the level or amount of detail and his idea of lexicogrammar, which Sinclair (1991:104) calls 'structure.' Some influence can also be traced back to other authors for whom the concept of functions is crucial, Bondarko (1991) , Dik (1989) and Alarcos (1982) who are, as well as Halliday and Sinclair, outside the field of CS and Chesterman (1998) who is a contrastivist. The research described in the present paper takes one "functional-semantic field in an abstract paradigmatic space of a language system" (Bondarko 1991) , quantification, as the tertium comparationis or third element of the comparison. Quantity is perceived as a meaning shared by the two languages involved in the study, English and Spanish, hence it becomes the starting point of the research, as suggested by Chesterman (1998): Contrastive functional analysis starts from perceived similarities of meaning across two or more languages, and seeks to determine the various ways in which these similar or shared meanings are expressed in different languages (Chesterman 1998:1) .
The functional approaches are usually interested in paradigmatic (choice) rather than syntagmatic (chain) relations; the latter is associated with generativism. They prefer to look for the sets of options available, which may belong to different levels of the language: lexis, syntax, morphology, etc. But there is another way of looking at the chains of elements without seeking to investigate the processes by which meanings are embodied into forms, without being generative. Sinclair (1991:108) and corpus linguists in general argue that the majority of text is made of the occurrence of common words in common multi-word patterns, or in slight variants of those patterns. The present study builds on both types of influences, thus focusing both on paradigmatic and syntagmatic relations.
Some other authors refer to the directionality of descriptive studies, regardless of their contrastive nature. For example, Louhivaara (1998) claims that "There are basically two methods by which two languages A and B can be contrasted. We may choose some universal category such as 'time' or 'agent' as a tertium comparationis and find out how that category is realized in the two languages. Alternatively, we may start from a category of A and see how that category is realized in B, and/or vice versa" (Louhivaara 1998:145) . Unlike this classification, where the starting point is always a category or function, Bondarko (1991:8) states that a language can be described by starting out either from the function or from the form, or even changing course at a particular stage; therefore he classifies the grammatico-functional description of languages as follows:
-semasiological descriptions, which work from form to meaning (from media to functions) -onomasiological descriptions, which work from meaning to form (from functions to media) -descriptions based on the combination of the two previous directions at different stages of the analysis a methodological proposal for the study of semantic functions 363
The present study belongs to the third of these types as it combines both directions. It starts from a function or semantic field, quantification, and then looks for the resources (the quantifiers) in each language to express that function, that is, the first step makes the description onomasiological. The following step is to describe the way these resources behave in their real use and the variety of functions they realize, which means that the description is semasiological at a second stage. But the study does not conclude here. After presenting the series of functions identified, each is associated with the range of structures (the collocational patterns of all the quantifiers studied) that are used to express them, which turns the description into onomasiological again. The two languages are described in a parallel way at the first and second stages; only the third stage is explicitly contrastive but the previous phases are necessary to reach contrast and they yield independent results that are useful for other non-contrastive purposes.
Data
A distinction must be made between the first stage -onomasiological -and the two other stages concerning the sources of data. For the first stage, a list of resources that express quantification was compiled using a number of English and Spanish grammars -Quirk et al (1989) , Downing et al (1992) , Berry (1997) and Biber et al (1999) and Bello (1981) , Alarcos (1994 ), Matte Bonn (1995 and Bosque et al (1999) respectively, as well as our own intuition and the opinion of several native informants. Then, these quantifiers constituted the search words in the corpus, that is, these elements led to their different meanings and uses during the second stage, semasiological. The third stage fed on all the data gathered during the second stage.
The data used for the second and third stages of the research came from a comparable corpus made up of two monolingual corpora in English and Spanish. We use the term 'comparable' here in the sense of "original texts in two or more languages which share certain features (typically, texts are from the same genre or subject domain)" (Salkie 1997:305) , not in the sense given by other authors, as corpora composed of original and translated texts in the same language (Baker 1995:234) . These terms to name the different types of corpora are still fluctuating. 'Parallel corpora' might be another name to refer to the corpus used in this study as they are sometimes said to be composed only of original texts -"parallel texts, i.e., authentic material in the two languages, selecting texts that are maximally equivalent on as many levels as possible" (Louhivaara 1998:145) but at other times they are said to be composed of both original texts and their translations -they are even called "the Rosetta stone of modern corpus linguistics" (McEnery & Oakes, 1996:211) . We can see then that "the term 'parallel' is often used for both types" (Johansson 1998:271) .
The comparable corpus used for this study does not exactly "consist of original texts in each language matched by criteria such as time of composition, type of author, intended audience, etc." (Johansson 1998:272) . The corpus used here is actually two monolingual corpora that are not matched, that are completely independent from each other, so much so that they have been compiled and belong to two different institutions or companies absolutely unrelated, and yet, they are compatible in terms of quantity and quality -similar number of words and similar range of contents -and they have been chosen to be used for the same research.
The aim was to study the real use of quantifiers in general language. That is the reason why original texts, without 'translationese' features, were needed and why two large corpora, with a wide variety of textual types, genres, subjects, registers and media were selected. They were Cobuild's Bank of English 1 -one of the most prestigious English corpora -and RAE's CREA 2 -undoubtedly the most important Spanish corpus. Only those subcorpora that represent British English and Peninsular Spanish were consulted, which account for more than 42 million words in English and 49 million words in Spanish.
Methodology
Apart from the three main stages of the whole research based on the function-form directionality, which have been mentioned above, the corpus-based model of analysis that was proposed and used in the study was divided into four main sets of procedures, which bear some similarities with James' (1980:63) two-staged method: description and comparison and Krzeszowski's (1990:35) three-stepped method: description, juxtaposition and comparison. Our four sets of procedures are as follows: First, the selection of quantifiers which were the key words to search for in the corpus, second, the description of these quantifiers according to the data found, third, the juxtaposition of these data around functions and finally the contrast proper. Prior to these processes, it was necessary to decide on which type of quantification the empirical research would focus, as a broad classification of different quantifications had been outlined (Labrador de la Cruz 2000) and the type selected was indefinite quantification.
Process of selection
The two steps of this phase are:
A) Elaborate a list of English and Spanish indefinite quantifiers and search for their frequency rates in CREA and the Bank of English. B) Apply a statistical formula that would permit the study of the smallest but still sufficiently representative number of occurrences. As the population of concordances to study was generally too large, it was necessary to take a sample of a reduced number for each quantifier. However, the frequency rates varied considerably among the different quantifiers, and so it was not possible to study a fixed number of occurrences for all quantifiers. Taking 300 out of 90,000 did not seem to be as equally representative as taking 300 out of 500, for instance. The following formula was applied in order to ascertain how many concordances should be analysed in each case.
where n is the sample, N the population and E the estimative error. Thus, for example, the word none, which occurs 3,029 times in COBUILD, was studied in 353 of its 3,029 cases because: n = 3,029 (3,029 -1) . 0.05 2 + 1 n = 3,029 8.57 n = 353.44 ; ; a methodological proposal for the study of semantic functions 365
Decimals were rounded as they usually are. For decimals higher than 50, a whole number was added; for those lower than 50, they were simply omitted. The tables below show the list of quantifiers studied, along with their total number of occurrences in the corpus and the samples taken after the application of the formula. The quantifiers were divided into seven groups, according to the characteristics given below and they run parallel in the two languages.
Negative quantifiers generally express lack of quantity. Universal quantifiers indicate the totality of a quantity in a concrete universe, restricted, on many occasions, by adjectives, relative clauses, non-finite clauses, etc. Existential quantifiers refer to the existence of some quantity as opposed to absence and totality. Proportional quantifiers are divided into multal, paucal and relational. Proportional multal quantifiers express a high amount of something, higher than the assumed norm along a scale. Proportional paucal quantifiers express a low amount, lower than the assumed norm. Proportional relational quantifiers express an amount that is directly related to the upper and lower parts of the scale and also very closely linked to two other functions: excess and sufficiency. Thus, relational quantifiers do not express amounts that are large or small according to a proportional scale but on the basis of a particular need. Relative quantifiers express a type of quantity either unknown, as is the case of the interrogative pronouns, or indefinite, as is the case with the forms ending in -ever, e.g. whatever, or -quier/a, e.g. cualquier. Another reason to name this group relative is the fact that these quantifiers very often precede comparative, consecutive or relative clauses (tanto… como, tanto… que, tanto… cuanto), which means that the amount expressed has been made relative by a clause that acts as a yardstick to measure that amount. Furthermore, they are relative quantifiers because the amount expressed is usually non-factual or non-assertive as is the case with any and its compounds. The amount of a certain entity or substance depends on its previous existence so there is an allusion to that amount, leaving, at the same time, traces of doubt as to whether that entity exists at all. Those quantifiers with fewer than 10 occurrences were not included in the study, which left 188 word forms to be studied, 78 of which were English and 110 Spanish. The reason for the higher rate in Spanish is mainly its morphological richnesssometimes one lexeme has four, five or even more word forms (poco has seventeen). The total number of concordances to be analysed amounted to 48,875 (21,491 of which were English and 27,384 Spanish).
Process of description
Once we knew which quantifiers we would take and how many concordances of each quantifier we would study, the descriptive phase started, with the following steps:
A) Locate the necessary concordances for each quantifier from the Bank of English of Cobuild and from CREA over the Internet.
3 B) Classify each of the concordances from a functional point of view and tag each one manually according to the taxonomic category given. C) Elaborate tables to present all the results, one for each quantifier. These tables cannot be reproduced here due to lack of space but they consist of a first column of functions, a second column of collocational patterns, a third column with the code assigned to each of the concordances that have that function and pattern (a number for the function and a letter for the pattern), a forth column that shows the number of occurrences of the quantifier in question with that function and that pattern and a fifth column that shows the percentage of that particular use with regard to the total number of cases studied. The uses are explained and illustrated with selected concordances after each table.
As regards point A it is important to explain that the line of concordance was taken as the unit of study because it corresponds approximately to an utterance. In functional grammar, the minimum unit to study is the utterance: "The utterance is the basic speech unit which in our view, should be the object of analysis in functional grammar" (Bondarko 1991:37-8) , "The primary data against which hypotheses are to be tested are utterances, instances of language use" (Chesterman 1998:54) .
In my view, the advantages of taking the utterance as the work unit are that a) it is large enough to comprise the textual environment necessary to analyse the behaviour of quantifiers and b) it is compact and manageable enough to make a semantic contrast that does not include matters of discourse analysis.
However, the extent of a line of concordance is not fixed and it is not always the case that a line of concordance corresponds to an utterance. Larger or shorter chunks of text were taken according to our needs. Cobuild's corpus allows users to choose an exact number of characters for each line of concordance; however CREA only gives two options. As we chose the smallest format, we got 50 characters on each side of the node. The number of characters chosen for the English concordances was then 120, a similar size. However, during the process of observation and classification of the concordances, it was noted that sometimes the given co-text was not enough to determine the function of the quantifier. Thus, it was necessary to resort back to CREA or COBUILD and take a larger chunk of text for that particular concordance.
As for point C, a table of an English quantifier is presented below by way of example. Much expresses porportional multal quantification both as a determiner, as in example 1 and as a pronoun, example 2:
(1) "History reveals much volatility in the run-up to national elections" (2) "the ideas and plans he develops now will do much to help his prospects in the next few years."
It can also indicate a large part of a whole, that is, partition, as in example 3. A third function is that of intensification, realised by means of the following collocations: so (example 4), pretty (example 5), that (example 6), very (example 7) and how plus much (example 8) or by means of the repetition of much (example 9).
(4) "Why am I making idle chatter when there is so much I want to say?" (5) "I pretty much set the pace myself of what I want to do" (6) "we never had that much money" (7) "the students really don't have very much to say" (8) "I phoned up to say how much I enjoy your programme" (9) "But the rift in the Brosnan clan goes back much much further."
Much can also modify a verb, as in example 10, an adjective, as in 11, an adverb, a prepositional phrase, as in 12, or the preposition to plus a possessive structure, as in 13. The function is then of degree:
(10) "Nicola Rescigno, a conductor once much favoured by Callas, provides solid accompaniment" (11) "Completing the Profit Forecast will give you a much clearer view of how your business will develop" (12) "the odds will be very much in our favour" (13) "And against her solicitor's advice -but much to Steve's delight -Kim decides to invest in Steve's business."
Another of the uses of much is excess, as examples 14 and 15 show: (14) "Maybe people expected too much too soon but we must listen to the fans" (15) "you have to pay for the glasses that they give your children. So thought that was a bit much didn't we? Yeah. But he's got to wear them so…"
Additive quantification appears in utterances like 16 and 17:
(16) "systems are simple to install and can do much more than give water a cleaner and fresher taste" (17) "Like much else at Cap Esterel, activities for children are not cheap but they are superbly organised."
Qualification is another of its functions; in 9 out of the 12 occurrences it is followed by a hyphen, taking part of a compound that characterises the head of the noun phrase where it belongs, as in example 18. (19) "he was convinced the world needed perestroika as much as the Soviet people did" (20) "You will begin to look at her in much the same way that Daddy Alien regarded John Hurt" (21) "…with a vertical design of chained links, much like the one on the stone roadside shelter" (22) "his sympathy was very much with nature you see" (23) "-I suppose this was like your probably your first time as a sort of independent er person. -Oh yes. Very much so" (24) "It is exceptional also for looking much as it did in the 18th century."
Attenuation is achieved by three ways, as shown in examples 25, 26 and 27.
(25) "I was over the moon, if that's not too much of a cliché" (26) "We very rarely had anything much to do" (27) "Not much can beat driving across rugged terrain"
Relative interrogative quantification, as shown in example 28, refers to an unknown amount, which needn't to be large.
(28) "I can't actually say how much everything costs and where we could make savings."
Unlike the other types of quantification present in the use of much, which are imprecise, precise multiplier quantification expresses a precise amount, which is double another amount previously mentioned or known by the speaker and the hearer. We know that it is exactly double that other amount thanks to the collocate twice, e.g. Frequency is a function that may be confused with degree as the formal structure is similar in some cases (verb plus much or much plus past participle); however, the difference is clearly seen in example 30, where much does not allude to the amount of colour or the force of the painting but to how often the Seine was painted by the Impressionists.
(30) "It is held on the Chatou island in the Seine (much painted in its time by the Impressionists)."
There are several ways of emphasising using the word much, as is shown in examples 31, 32, 33, 34 and 35.
(31) "The Bill will be as much as $200,000" (32) "The counsellor said Perhaps it feels much too frightening and too vulnerable to be nice and loving" (33) "We don't really know much at all at the moment" (34) "Anton helps you perform the miracles you never thought you could make in a day, much less in thirty minutes!" (35) "She recently hosted a dinner party for 16 with her husband, Clive Jones, and didn't so much as scrape a carrot. 'I served the dinner from Waitrose.'" Much occurs quite often in an expression of politeness: thanks very much or thank you very much, as in 36.
(36) "thanks very much and have a good journey back home afterwards."
Another function is that of exaltation, as in example 37, where much is used with the verb think. Much here does not indicate the frequency or the intensity of the thoughts but how highly something or someone is regarded.
(37) "He had never thought much of highbrow music or the people who made it." Classificatory quantification is expressed by means of a singular count noun preceded by much, as in example 38, instead of the use of many and a plural form of that noun, which is the normal expression of proportional multal quantification. It is classificatory because the focus is not on the plurality of elements but on underlying that they are elements that belong to the same class.
(38) "Tell base all OK, but much kit lost. Do not release to press."
Concession is expressed with the following patterns: however much (example 39), much as (example 40) and no matter how much (example 41).
(39) "However much we might miss being able to slide into a Miss Selfridge size 10 (the smallest in the universe in my experience) most women over the age of 35 do not feel remotely wistful about their teens or twenties" (40) "Much as I hate to have to say it I can't see anyone quite good enough to lift Maradona's crown" (41) "I'd gotten to a stage no matter how much success we had or the more success we had not just in playing terms but in commercial terms building a new stadium the bigger the obstacles were becoming."
Much can express a typical function of another group of quantifiers, universal quantification of entirety, in those cases where it is followed by as possible, because the underlying implicature here is that as much as possible means all that is possible, as in example 42. 
Process of juxtaposition
After having completed a full description of the behaviour of all the English and Spanish quantifiers, observing and classifying all their occurrences in our corpus of samples, the research became onomasiological again as we proceeded from the functions at this stage. The steps are the following:
A) Observe all the functions found during the process of description and distinguish those that are closely related to quantification from those that lack a quantifying meaning. B) Group the quantifiers into their respective families and specify which functions are found for each family. C) Present the collocational patterns of the quantifiers belonging to the same group that express the same function in a table, in a juxtaposed manner, that is, matching the equivalent expressions. The tables of the quantifying functions are first presented; secondly, the tables of the non-quantifying functions. This process is repeated for each of the groups of quantifiers.
It is necessary to explain something about point C. In those cases where no interlinguistic equivalent was found in the corpus, 4 we suggested a functional equivalent, in italics, for the sake of clarity and in order to help the reader see the meaning of the expression in the other language. They are only some of the possible translations and they do not represent any prescriptive motivations. As an example of the results of this process we offer the juxtaposition of patterns of the multal quantifiers expressing intensification. Intensification does not differ much from proportional multal quantification; in fact it is the same but magnified. This function is generally expressed by adding intensifiers to the multal quantifiers in English, e.g. so/ that/ how/ pretty much, a whole/ quite/ a hell of/ an awful/ a heck of a lot, and this is a resource also used in Spanish, which nevertheless shows a preference for the use of suffixes, e.g. muchísimo/a/os/as (+ noun) or the use of other quantifiers belonging to other families, relative or relational e.g. tanto/a, bastante.
Process of contrast
Finally, all the information obtained in the previous phases is contrasted in the two languages. By way of example, let us present one of the final tables comprising the patterns of the indefinite quantifiers that are the means of expression of one of the functions found, exaltation: Some of the concordances that were classified under this heading were: "…and a new live version of 'Nothing Compares 2 U,'" "However, nowhere are application forms used as widely as in the UK," "No other ancient continent inspires so many questions," "and a second-billed Sean Penn (all side-burns, spectacles and fast talk) is really quite something to see (an Oscar nomination, surely?)," "Hoy luchará por ser el mejor español nada más y nada menos que frente a su ídolo, Carlos Sainz," "el primer día de 16 millones de espectadores: todo un récord," "…las razones que convierten la visita de Aznar en algo más que otro viaje," "Ciertamente, no son pocos los peligros que se ciernen sobre este parque," "Bernie es bastante más que una simple comedia."
The interlinguistic contrast shows the most common resources to express each of the functions in each language and also which functions are expressed by means of indefinite quantifiers in both languages and which make use of these quantifiers only in one language. Of the 56 functions found, 33 are quantifying and 23 nonquantifying, which shows the variety of uses of the English and Spanish quantifiers and the fact that they are not always used to express quantification. However, in 76.59% of the times the English quantifiers are used, they have a fully quantifying function and in Spanish, the percentage is even slightly higher, 79.84%. Although it is also true that some of the selected terms never proved to have a quantifying function, as we suspected at first, they were nonetheless included in the study because they were formally related to the other terms and felt to be part of the same paradigm, as EXALTATION a methodological proposal for the study of semantic functions 377 is the case of everyday and anyway, for example. Some quantifiers have been reported to have a wide range of different uses, e.g. much, has 20 functions, nada, otro and poco, 16, and all and mucho, 15, whereas others are monofunctional, e.g. someday, whatnot, ambos, ambas, porrillo, poquísimas and poquitas. On the other hand, some functions are expressed by means of a large number of resources in one language or both -emphasis, additive quantification and approximation are those that have the largest number of patterns in English and emphasis, intensification and additive quantification in Spanish, which shows a great deal of similarity -whereas other functions do not have a very rich expression, e.g. inminence is only expressed by one pattern in Spanish, por poco and none in English.
Conclusion
The method that has been presented and advocated here seems to work in descriptive and functional contrastive studies that are based on empirical research, especially using comparable corpora. The advantage of this four-staged method is the independence of the partial results after each process, which serve different purposes in foreign language teaching or translation training. The idea behind this is that the difficulty of translating or learning a foreign language is not to learn a few words, for example these 188 quantifiers, but to learn what they mean in different environments and how they can be used to express different meanings as compared to the resources of one's mother tongue. The final conclusion of this paper is that the fourstaged method presented here, which is based on the data from two monolingual corpora of two different languages, provides a suitable way of studying semantic fields contrastively in pairs of languages.
NOTES
1. See http://titania.cobuild.collins.co.uk/ 2. CREA is the official Reference Corpus of Contemporary Spanish built by the Spanish Royal Academy. See http://www.rae.es/ 3. A registration was previously required, free in the case of CREA. I am very grateful to both Cobuild and RAE for access to their respective corpora. 4. It is obvious that quantifiers, or any other elements of other paradigms, are sometimes best translated by other expressions that are not made up of quantifiers in another language or they are quantifiers belonging to other groups.
